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Roy Nielsen I I 
616 University Ave. , Elyria, OH 44035-7278 I FCC-MAILROOM 1 . - -  .~ I 

November 3,2005 12:13 AM 

Senator George Voinovich 
U.S. Senate 
524 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Voinovich: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federol Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Mony of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a f lat fee, thot means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  dote information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coolition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  chonge t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forword to  hearing about your position on this motter. 

Sincerely, 

Roy Nielsen 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Dennis Grube 

7506 Mason Dixon Hwy , Meyersdale, PA 15552 

November 2,2005 6:38 PM 

Representative Bill Shuster 
U S  House of Representatives 
1108 Longworth House Office Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Shuster: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Grube 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Jeff McKionie 

November 2,2005 2:03 PM 

FEB 1 4  2006 

rrr - 

Senator Dehhie Stahenow 
US. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Snhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stahenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
farnil) and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know-, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that. system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance. pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

.4 flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consnmers, to give up their phones due to  unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding hurden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
n~wslct ters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
f ie system sonn and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my hehalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

If the 

Jeff M r Kinnie 

rc: 
FCC Cmrral Emad Box 
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Marvin McGnal 

700 W Iroquois S t  - # 4 ,  Watska, I L  60970 

Representotive Timothy Johnson 
US. House of  Representatives 
1229 Longworth House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Toint B o w  

November 2. 2005 10:58 AM 

Nn Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

bear Representotive Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mare poy more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  oddition. i t  would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses a11 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
thot federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislotion. 

I wil l  continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Marvin McGreal 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

. . .. . . .. ~ . . .  



I 
James Shand 

101 Seward Ave , Sand Springs, OK 74063-2848 

FEB 1 4  2006 

FCC MWILt!%\ - - 
November 2.2005 11:30 AM 

Senator James Inhofe 
U.S. Senate 
453 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use mare pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tox could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their custamers, the 
reolity is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

James Shand 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Ike Kstz 
10R W Green, Ithaca, NY 14850-5420 -, -- 

November 2,2005 7 5 7  PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U.S. Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schnmer: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constihlents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know bow a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Ike Katz 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

I 



November 2,2005 7 5 7  PM 

Representative Joe Schwarz 
U. S. House of Representatives 
128 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 15-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Schwarz: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
imnecessary. in addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I a m  aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Francis Partridge 

cc: 
fCC General Email Bcx 



Richard Polky I FFR 1 4 20% 
61 14 VI Cleophas Rd . Reloit. WI 53511-8435 

November 2,2005 3:48 P M  

Senator Herb Kohl 
U.S. Senate 
:330 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, L)C 20510-0001 

Subject: Kr: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Kohl: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
farnil? and neighhors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yo11 know. USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the fiame amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resonrces wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect an small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
nelrsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I a m  aware that 
fderal  law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
I R O L - ~ .  And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developmentr on the issue and oontinue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency, 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Richard Polky 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 1:lO PM 

Senator Barack Obama 
C.S. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. D C  20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yon know; USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
arid low-income residential and rural consumers, t.o give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition. it. would have a highly detriment.al effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. A s  a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. 4nd according. to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I u-ill continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

If the 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Susan Crnmpton 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 
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Dan Worthington 

4960 Melody Ln , Oscoda, M I  48750-1021 -.-. 

November 2,2005 10:45 PM 

Representative Bart Stupak 
US.  House of Representatives 
2352 Rayburn House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Stupok: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negotively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more poy more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance. pays the same omount into the fund as sameone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I om a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
thot federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with tap FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spreod the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Worthington 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Mark Conkel 
209 N. Oliver St. P.O. Box 56, Piketon, OH 45661-0056 

November 2,2005 8:Ol PM 

Senator Mike DeWine 
U.S. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fnnd as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessw. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along'' these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Conkel 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FEB 14 2006 
Barbnra Robinson I 
PO Box 2006, Brewster, WA 98812-2006 I FCC-MAILROOM 

November 2, 2005 9:08 PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
US. Senate 
717 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
toxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass olong my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lo t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Robinson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Robert lund FCC-MAILRQ 
. -- 

23 Hanover Street, Fall River, MA 02720 

November 2,2005 7:48 PM 

Representative Barney Frank 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2252 Rayhum House Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9645 

Dear Representative Frank: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numkrs  taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue 10 spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Robert lund 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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FEB 1 4  2006 

413 CR 3 3 1  ,Nacogdoches, TX 15961 

November 2,2005 8:04 PM 

Representative Louie Gohmert 
U.S. House of Representatives 
508 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Gohmert: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carroll Bonnette 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



56 Scudder Street , Garfield, NJ 07026 

November 2, 2005 9:07 PM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
US. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senotor Corzine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system to a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wiselyshould no t  be penalized for  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases an their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCCon my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Koptyra 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



117 E. Wilson Street, Blanchardville, WI 53516-9212 

November 2,2005 7 5 0  PM 

Senator Russell Feingold 
U.S. Senate 
506 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feingold 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Percell 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 8:41 PM 

Senator Robert Byrd 
US.  Senate 
311 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Byrd: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federol Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me. my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC infarmotion. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
realily is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plons to  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thonk you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Carol Hoosier 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

-. . " ,~ ..._...-..___.._I._._.~__...____-__.I_.......___._...II_ 
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November 2,2005 10:50 PM 

Representative Jim Saxton 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2217 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Soxton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family ond neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f lat fee, thot means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses a11 across 
Americo. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware 
thot federal law does not require companies to recover, or '"poss along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coolition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Sean Flonnery 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

-. ..I-- . . , . .- . . .... - ~.. -. - 



I FEB 1 4  2006 

Larry D. Arnett I 
2744 Old Burning Fork Rood , Salyersville,, KY 41465 

November 2,2005 9:04 PM 

Senator Jim Bunning 
US. Senate 
316 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) . s i t ion to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l  be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o o  f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the some amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penolized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential ond rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I om aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  chonge to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lorry D. Arnett 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FEB 1 4  2006 I 
Anna Trent 

8682 W. 150 5. , Russiaville, I N  46979 

November 3, 2005 12:11 AM 

Senator Richard Lugor 
US. Senate 
306 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lugar: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If 
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed. my service wi l l  cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments an the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Anna Trenl 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 

__ .. - .  .. . , ~, ~ . .. 



November 2,2005 7:48 PM 

Senator Craig Thomas 
U.S. Senate 
307 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Thomas: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Patty Jenkins 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



cristiana ordonez 
26 lakeview ave , pawtucket, RI 02860 

November 2,2005 7:48 PM 

FEB 1 4  2006 

FCC-MAILROOM 

Senator Jack Reed 
U.S. Senate 
728 Hart Senate Ofice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Reed 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cristiana ordonez 

cc: I 

FCC General Email Box 
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November 2,2005 8:02 PM 

Senator Chuck Grassley 
U S .  Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Grassley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fonvard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JOSEPH WILDEN 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



james patton I 
, , ~  4 , , 6465 lilac lane, utica, KY 42376-9582 1 &. FCCMJJgL-J - 

November 2,2005 1121 PM 

Senotor Jim Bunning 
US. Senate 
316 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lot  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lot  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses 011 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Foir Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters ond up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed. my service wil l cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plons t o  chonge t o  o f  lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

james patton 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 


